CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 


Minutes of Meeting 92-3 
of the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 


held 


Friday, April 24, 1992 


Present: Professors M.N.S. Swamy (Chair), M.O. Ahmad, B. Ashtakala, C. 
Bédard, R.B. Bhat, A. Elhakeem, P.P. Fazio, D. Feldman, F.D. Hamblin, 
A.M. Hanna, C. Lam, M.O.M. Osman, O.A. Pekau, R.V. Patel, R. 
Shinghal, T. Stathopoulos, K. Thulasiraman, G.H. Vatistas, G.D. Xistris, 
P.D. Ziogas; B. MacKay (Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, Curriculum 
& Planning); Lee Harris (Library); P.M. Bourassa (Secretary). 


Absent with 
apology: Mr. T. Swift; Profs. V.S. Alagar, T. Fancott. 


Visitors: Craig Brown; Profs. A. Ramamurthy, T. Radhakrishnan; Ms. Linda 
MacDonald (Admissions); Silvia Cademartori (Thursday Report). 


1; Adoption of Agenda 


Motion A motion was submitted for the adoption of the published agenda with 
92-3-1 the addition of one more item, "Slot Courses at Graduate Level" to be 
inserted as Item 7, with "Other Business" becoming Item 8. 


The Agenda, thus amended, was approved unanimously. 


2. Adoption of Minutes of Meeting 92-1 
Motion Council unanimously adopted a motion to approve the minutes of 


92-3-2 meeting 92-2. 


Chair's Remarks 


Dr. Swamy extended his congratulations to Mr. Hugues Rivard who 
was selected at Concordia for the OIQ Prix d'Excellence. 


Congratulations were also in order for Ms. Danny Lévesque who placed 
second in the Quebec inter-university competition for the OIKOS 
award. 


Faculty members are also to be congratulated for obtaining a total of 
$2.94 million in NSERC operating grants, in addition to which 
Equipment and Infrastructure Grants were also obtained. This 
represents a 9.13% increase over last year, which is all the more 
remarkable since NSERC only obtained a 4% increase in its funding for 
these grants, while it had to cope with an increase of more than 4% in 
the number of applicants. 


Dr. Osman brought to Council's attention the Gourman Report where 
Concordia was ranked in the top 10% of engineering faculties in North 
America. Dr. Swamy added that, in the report, a rating of 4.5 to 5.0 is 
considered "Excellent" and a rating of 4.0 to 4.5 is "Very Good". All 
programmes in this Faculty were rated 4.46 to 4.49, which puts them in 
the "Very Good" category but quite close to "Excellent". This is a 
remarkable achievement when one considers negative impacts of lack 
of space, lack of on-campus housing for students, restricted library 
facilities, etc. This achievement has gone largely unnoticed but Dr. 
Swamy offered to send details to the Department Chairs. He also 
mentioned the fact that all engineering programmes were finally rated 
"Category 1" in the "Etude sectorielle" made for the Quebec 
government. Dr. Radhakrishnan asked whether information in 
Gourman's report includes Computer Science. Dr. Swamy answered 
that it does not. 


As additional information, Dr. Fazio said that there are three NSERC 
winners in the graduating class of Building Engineering students, two 
of them being women. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


It was moved that Document ECFC 92-3-1 be adopted for recommenda- 
tion to Senate. 


Prof. Hamblin reviewed the changes described in the document. In 
answer to a question raised concerning paragraph 3 of the Summary, 
about the limited time between receiving the examination result and 
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registering to repeat the course, he replied that courses subject to that 
regulation would be scheduled early in the examination period. 


It was noted that the third word after 4 d) in the Summary should be 
"title" and that the last part of 5 e) should be "see 5 b) above", 


Concerning the resource implications for the new courses in 5 f), Dr. 
Osman said that none of the new courses is compulsory. He added that 
four research professors have now become regular faculty members 
and are therefore available to teach more courses. 


On page 5 of Section 3, the fifth word of the fifth line in the course 
description for MECH 472 should be "Sliding". Some misgivings were 
expressed concerning the title "Driverless Ground Vehicles" but no 
one came up with a satisfactory alternative. 


Concerning paragraph 7 of the Summary (phasing out the Certificate in 
Quality Control), Prof. Hamblin explained that, because people who are 
interested in that subject often find university admissions require- 
ments too stringent, it is appropriate to transfer this activity to 
Continuing Education. However, the Certificate programme will be 
phased out gradually so that students now registered can complete the 
Certificate requirements if they wish. 


Some questions were raised concerning the title of COMP 443 on page 6 
of Section 3, whether it should be "Logic for Computer Science" or 
"Logic in Computer Science" or some other alternative. It was decided 
to simply bring this to the attention of the Department: if the 
Department wants a change, it could be made before the document is 
submitted to Senate. 


The question was called, and the vote was in favour of calling the 
question. 


Motion 92-3-3 was then carried unanimously. 


Procedures Relating to INC Grades 


Prof. Hamblin introduced Doc. ECFC 92-3-2 which is a proposal 
reducing the time available to students for completing the courses for 
which they have an INC notation. 


It was moved and seconded that Council accept the proposal described 
in Doc. ECFC 92-3-2. This motion was carried unanimously. 


Prof. Hamblin also submitted Doc. ECFC 92-3-3 which relates to the 
grading of laboratory courses. He referred to a previous discussion at 
the Faculty Council meeting of 18 May 1990. The matter was then 
referred to the Departments. However, there has been no feedback 
from Departments, and the new regulations on the INC notation and 
late completion of course work require that this Faculty have a clear 
policy on the grading of laboratory courses. 


Since the Undergraduate Programme Guide must be issued by mid- 
May, he requested that the information from Departments be available 
to him by May 8. 


The Chair then suggested that the subject of Graduate Slot Courses be 
discussed before that of Procedural Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal of 
Academic Units. There was no objection and permission was granted. 


Slot Courses at the Graduate Level 
Copies of Doc. ECFC 92-3-5 were handed out. 


It was moved and seconded that approval be given to the five slot 
courses described in Doc. ECFC 92-3-5. 


A Council member noted that the last line of the description for the 
course on "Hazardous Waste Management" stating "Lectures: 2 hours 
per week" should be removed since lectures normally have a duration 
of 3 hours. Both mover and seconder agreed and no formal 
amendment was required. 


The question was called and the vote was in favour of calling the 
question. 


Motion 92-3-5, with the above-mentioned correction, was carried 
unanimously. 


Procedural Guidelines for periodic Appraisal of Academic Units 


Dr. Swamy informed Council that Senate has tabled Doc. ECFC 92-3-4 
so that Faculty Councils can give their input. 


Dr. Xistris said that he made a comparison between document ECFC 92- 
3-4 and the procedures imposed on the committee presently appraising 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. He is particularly 
concerned by the obvious differences in the composition of the 
committees, the selection of committee members by the Vice-Rector, 


Academic, the lack of consultation with units being appraised and the 
undemocratic approach under which the current committee operates, 
an approach which is very different from the structures presently in 
place in this University. 


Prof. MacKay answered that all structures are evolving and that, if in 
two years from now we find that there are better ways, we can go back 
to Senate. 


Dr. Vatistas said that two programmes are to be evaluated shortly by 
the Canadian Engineering Accreditation Board and asked whether this 
has been taken into consideration when scheduling appraisals of 
academic units. 


Dr. Swamy answered that the Dean of Graduate Studies has been told 
that accreditation is very important for this Faculty and that we would 
like to integrate the preparation of appraisals with the accreditation 
reports. 


Dr. Osman said that Senate approved the principle of periodic 
appraisals and we all accepted it. Now, we have to decide how to go 
about it. He recalled the Council meeting that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, attended where it was said that appraisal committees should 
be elected, not appointed, either by the Vice-Rector, Academic, or 
anybody else. Moreover, the members of these committees must be 
knowledgeable of what they are appraising. He asked whether the fact 
that some Departments are subject to other appraisals has been taken 
into consideration. He added that it is important that duplication be 
avoided as it is a waste of time and resources. 


Dr. Swamy said that he would like to have the periodic appraisals 
scheduled in such a way that the report to the CEAB and its response 
can be used in the periodic appraisal. He added that if we do not doa 
self-appraisal, someone else will do the appraisal for us. 


Dr. Osman said that in the meeting with the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
the procedures were discussed. However, it is not apparent that this 
discussion has been taken into account in the present document. 


Dr. Swamy suggested that, in order to avoid confusion between the 
Self-Appraisal Committee and the Appraisal Committee, the latter 
should be named Periodic Review Committee. 


Prof. MacKay said that the administration is aware of the reviews that 
engineering units already have to go through. She referred to a memo 


dated 14 November 1991. An effort is being made to integrate all 
planning processes. 


Dr. Ziogas said that the Appraisal Committee will have two sources of 
information: the self-appraisal dossier and the information solicited 
from outside sources. However, there are no guidelines as to how the 
information that is solicited will be treated, whether it will be 
confidential or available to the public. Also, are the persons providing 
the information aware of how it will be handled? There is a need for 
spelling out this procedure. 


At this point, Dr. Swamy had to excuse himself and Council was 
chaired by Dr. Xistris. 


Dr. Osman said that, in his opinion, the document now submitted is 
amateurish. It does not indicate how the committees will conduct 
their affairs and, in particular, it does not state: 


1- whether the appraisal committee's minutes could be consulted for 
future reference; 


2- the exact procedures under which the members of the Appraisal 
Committee will be appointed; 


3- whether the report of the Appraisal Committee will be sent directly 
to the Faculty Dean or the Head of the unit, or will be submitted to 
the Chair of the Appraisal Committee who will issue the final 
report; 


4- whether the Appraisal Committee will submit both a majority 
report and a minority report when its final decision is not 
unanimous, so as to avoid suppressing the minority's opinion. 


5- the degree of confidentiality of the appraisal process. 


In relation to point 5 above, Dr. Osman added that his Department had 
a very bad experience concerning confidentiality in the recent appraisal 
process of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science: the Vice- 
Rector, Academic requested information from the University 
community in an announcement published in the Thursday Report. 
Two faculty members from the Mechanical Engineering Department 
wrote to the Vice-Rector, Academic under the assumption that their 
letters would be treated confidentially, but to their disappointment, 
these letters were made public without masking their names. The 
contents of one of these letters was disseminated by another faculty 
member for his own purpose through electronic mail without the 
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permission of the author. These events caused much embarrassment 
to these two faculty members. 


Dr. Fazio said that in order to avoid apprehension and disruption in 
the unit being reviewed, an understanding should be reached between 
the review committee and the unit as to the intent, extent, and 
limitations of the review. The process should take into account all 
other reviews the unit has undergone or will have to undergo. 
Moreover, the unit should participate in such a way as to make the 
process transparent and constructive. Dr. Fazio suggested that the 
second paragraph in Section 4 of Doc. ECFC 92-3-4 be amended from: 


1-2 member(s) of faculty from the unit under review, from a list 
nominated by the unit; 


to: 


2 members of faculty from the unit under review, nominated by the 
unit. 


Dr. Ahmad suggested that the document should first be discussed 
within the units. In answer to a question, it was stated that Senate is 
expected to discuss the document on May 26, but that it should first go 
through the Steering Committee on May 12. 


Dr. Osman said that at this point, he does not accept the document. He 
feels that it should be rejected, as it does not meet certain principles. 
Many of these principles have been highlighted before and discussed in 
the presence of the Vice-Rector, Academic (Faculty Council meeting 
held 15 March, 1991). It was clearly understood that, if the procedure 
does not adhere to these principles, the whole appraisal process will be 
counter-productive and could be detrimental to any academic unit 
under appraisal. 


Dr. Bhat confirmed that many people are concerned about the 
document now submitted and that it should first be discussed within 
the units. 


It was moved and seconded that Document ECFC 92-3-4 be referred to 
the academic units in the Faculty and that they report back to Faculty 
Council in time for its May 22 meeting. 


This Motion was carried unanimously. 


8. Adjournment 


Motion Council unanimously adopted a motion to adjourn. 
92-3-7 


